CONCEPTIONS   OF   THE   ONE-NESS   OF   THE   BRAHMAN
nature is an external Sakti of the Lord, while the other is an
internal one. For Ramanuja, Srikantha and other upholders of
Bhedabheda or identity-difference, the jivas are different from
nature; but as regards the relation to the Absolute, they stand
alike. The difference between Nimbarka and Sripati is significant
here. Though both hold that identity and difference are both
natural and real between the jiva and the Brahman, Nimbarka
hesitates to say that they are identical in form (svarupa). But
Sripati holds that they can be identical even in form. This detailed
clarification of the mixed theory of identity-difference is a feature
not found in European idealism.
The idea of an indeterminate and supra-rational reality is more
common to the systems of Buddhistic idealism than to those of
the Vedantic, We have said already that many scholars hold that
the system of Sankara is more in accordance with the Upanisads
than the other Vedantic systems. This may be taken as a proof
that the Upanisads in the main agree with the Mahayana teach-
ing, though Buddhism does not accept the Sruti as its authority.
Scholars are not wanting who maintain that Buddhism as a
philosophy originated in the teaching of the Upanisads, though
it was not orthodox enough to take them as its authority. Being
born in India in an intellectual atmosphere permeated by the
Upanisadic ideas, Buddhism could not have been uninfluenced by
them. But it is possible that the Vedantic system-building started
later than, and in rivalry with the Buddhistic systems. Buddhism,
not accepting any texts as its authority, had to satisfy the intellect.
So its chief aim was not to find a support for its views in some
texts, but to be consistent. This motive naturally led to the
building up of systems of metaphysics. The vogue had to be
followed by the Vedantins also, who, in spite of their Sruti, had
to satisfy reason also. But their freedom of speculation being
hampered by their allegiance to the SruK and by their desire to
mark off their philosophy from Buddhism, they could not, and
did not accept an indeterminate reality which could be called only
a tat or That, or Tathata or suchness. And when Sankara accepted
the supra-rational reality, he was stigmatized as a pracchanna-
bauddha or Buddhist impostor. And even the Saiva Advaita of
Vasugupta and Abhinavagupta avoided a supra-rational reality.
But still having assimilated the best frdm Buddhism and Vedant-
ism, Sankara's system stands supreme as a wonder in the philo-
sophical world. And the fact that even foreign scholars discover
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